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ABSTRACT -

The Marine <Corps Combat Readin2ss Evaluation System
(MCCRES) was designed to provide *imely and accurate infor-

maticn ccrcerning the ability of active and reserve forces
to carry out assigned comba* missioas. To previde <+his
informa<icn, units are subject2d to simulated comba* prob-
lemas and their performance is obsarved by expert evaluators
from within the Marine Corps. Though these evaluators are
considered experts in their £ields, they may inject bias
into their evaluvaticns causing ar inaccura*e combat readi-
ness razing for <+he unit observad.

Azalysis 2€ +the MCCRES ravzals +hree main arezas whace
evaluatcr bias may appear: senio:- evaluator influence,
thar evaluator bias and interpretazion ¢£f <he mission
cerfcrmarnce standards usad t¢ conduct the 2valuatisn. To
alleviate these problems, three actions are explored: evalu-
ator training, =2valuator *testing nd quantification of the

missicn perfcrmaace standards.
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I. INIRODUCTION

A. PURPCSE

The purpcse c¢f this paper is to examine +*he Marine Corps
Combat Readiness Evaluation System (MCCRES) +*o discover if
the system is suscep%ible *o Dbiases which mnay cause the
results ¢f evaluations to 1inaccurately reflect the ccmbat
readiness of evaluated uanits. To gJguide research, “WO
specific questions are posed:

1. Can fac*tcrs of the MCCRES evaluation which are
subject to evaluator tias be identifia=d?
2. dow can <hese factors bDe ccatrclled or

ccntrmollied for?

B. BACKGROUND

The Marine Corps Combat Keadiness Evaluation System was
designed +=c provide timely and accurate infcrmation
concerning +he abili:ty of operating unizs of the Marine
corps, bcth active and reserve, to carry out assigned ccmbat
missiocns. The system uses "expert" =valuators from varicus
specialty areas to observe and grade simulated combat opera-
tions. Aggregating these evaluaticns provides an overall
viaw ¢f a unit's readiness for combat, and feedback £rom the
evaluation allows the unit commandar *o identify aad correct
potentially problematic areas within his commang.

Though the MCCRES is relied upon as a standard agains+
which units are judged, the readiness grade received could
be mcre dependent upcn the evaluator than the actual task
performance being graded. By controlling cr controlling for
evaluatcr bias, a &cre uniform standard by which to Judge
ccmbat readiness can te realized.

10




C. SCOPE AND METHODCLOGY

This thesis views the MCCRES as an informaticn sys:en
and exrlores areas wherz evaluyator bias (input) can caise
ratings (cutput) to reflact +he evaluator's opinior rather
than the rission perfermance of the evaluated unit. Two
major tofpics are researched:

1. Evaluaticn--Its major approaches and principles

2. Evaluvators--Their sources and typical errors
These areas are related tc the MCCRES and methods of
controllirg or contrcllirg for evaluator bias are develcped.

The research consists of a detailed litera*ture search in
the area cf evaluaticn science. Metrods for the reducticn or
centrel c¢f evaluatcer bias are 2xplored for use in  the

ccntext ¢f <he MCCRES.
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This chapter addresses tha evaluation Es-ocess,
presen=-ing definitions, purposes and principles of =valua- 5
tion, and 2xplores some currently used approachkes for i
conducting evaluations. The gquestions of what +to evaluate
and when to evaluate are also investigazed.

The terms goal and objective are used <hroughout this :
and succeeding chapters. Objzczives =wefer to 1long range |
sta*enments cf purpose within <he organization. They gener- i
ally can not be specifically s*ated and need nct be attain-
able ir “he immediate fu*ure. Al4ernativelyv, goals are 1cre
readily attainable ir the short fun and ars speciiically
stated. They can appear as written s+atements whkich guide 2an y
organiza<=icn's operations, and are a standard against which
perfcrmance caa be measured.

A. DEFINITICN AND PURPOSE OF EVALUATION

1. Defipiticn Qof Evaluation

There are many definiztions of th2 term evaluation.
Rather <han s2liect a single author's d2finition, <+wo obser-
vaticrs and *wo Jefinitions of evaluazion are presented here
to shcw toth the similari<ies and differences encountered in
the fi=2ld cf evaluation research. These definitiens and
observaticns ate given in order from simpls to rigorcus.

The first, more an observation tanan a definition, is
from E.R. House:
its simplest, <evaluation leads to a settled ofi
+ scmething 1s the case. I+ does not rnecessaril
decision to act in a cer<aia way, _though toda

a
cf en intended for *hat gu‘posa....Evaluatlon 1
. jud ement about worth of some*hl

o 1.p.

12
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The second observation abcut 2valuation, in nar-ic-
ular ths evaluation of a process, 1is <+ha+t its scope "is
confined to assessing what a particular program has acccam-
plished in m2eting i*ts immediate .bjectives...," and
assessing the "wcrkalkility " of a program [Ref. 2 :p.11).

Henry W. Rieken's definition 1looks upon 2valuation
as " the measurement of desireable and undesireable ccrse-
quences of an action *ha* has been tak2n in order <o forward
some gocal that we value." (Ref. 3 :p.54)

Finally, *the definition preseated by S«ufflebeam et
al., is *hat ",.,..evaluation is the process of dslireating,
obtaining, and providing useful inforcmation for Judgin
decisicn al+*ernactives." [Ref. 4 :p.40]

There T2 “*wec fac*ors common tc =ach o¢f =khe
preceeding cbservaticns and definitions. First, evalua*icn
is concerned with making a judgewment or assessment about
something. Second, <ha“ judgemens can be made in terms of
some goal or objective. These two factors are used as a
tasis fcr a definiticn of evalua“icn developed in +the next
secticn.,

Using the akcve descoiptiorns of evaluation, the
purpcse cf evaluation can be examined. tufflebeanm e+ al.,
tated simply that "The purpose of evaliuation is not ¢to
prove but <o imorove." { Ref. 4] Combining this statemen*
with the ideas set fcrth in defining evaluation, w2 may look
at evaluation as a judgement of some<hing, say a program,
with the purpose of improving the currcent attainment of that
progzam's goals or oktjectives, This position, though, seems
to maks evaluation a method of program improvemen% rather
+han a tcecl *:o help achieve this end. The judgement made
may indicate some action which should be taken +to improve
*he organizatien's goal a*+tainmert, but the judgement in aad

NS R

.- I




of itself does nct cause the organizaticn's goal attainmern*
to imgrcve. As such, the evaluation 1is a tcol for program
improvement. Evaluation as a %20l for decisicn making is
krought cut by Anderson and Ball. Their use of the phras=2
“,..tc contribute <c decisiors..." ([Bef. 5] in descvibping
evaluaticn makes clearer the idea <“hat evaluaticn is a tcol

rather than an =nd in itself.
If the above purposes of evaluation ace acceptéd,
o ther we @ay wish tc form a new definiticn of evaluaticn.
ﬁi This dzsfinition takes into account avaluation's purpose.
Aggregating the previously cited authors' opinions and defi-

" B 4
[}
'

niticos we may locok at evaluation as a judgement of scme

frogram wi*h the fpurpose c¢f <contributing *o decisions
~

Yy
i‘l N 'A
O

(9]

19 ]

erning *ha curc2nt a“talinmen< 2f =ha* vrograml's ccals ot

B. PRINCIPLES OF EVALUATION

There appears tc be 2a general acknowledgement among
authors cf evaluation literature zha* a group of principliss
exists which governs +he cornduct »f evalua<iorns. Tracey
(Ref. 6] listed six principles which may be found in various
forms in the writings of other authors (Ref. 1, 4, 5, 8, 9].
Evaluaticn must:

1. Be conducted in teras of purposes, that is zae
€ctives mrst be Xrown. If the objectives are no*
kncun, the evaluation effort cannot measure how well

they are being attained.

2. Be cooperative. Cocperation of all organiza-
ticpnal levels is essential. Withcut free communica-
tion, evalua+ion results will not reach all parties,
diluting their ussfulness.

3. Be contipuous. Evaluatioan must be an on-going
Frocess to accurately track performance and aid
Flarning in 1light of curreat oojective a“ta’nment

14
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4. Be specific. Gensralizations are not 25 useful
as specific information in providing pa2rfcrmance

infcrma<tion.
S. Bzovi:i: means 3zd focus i gppraiss ssl1i, prac-

I3

{o N
)
s

- The =evaluation must previde

ad

tice and pzcdu

infcrmation cf sufficient Juantity and specificity

tc evaluate npot only the program ou*pu+, but the
sechanise of coaver+tiag 3inpuzs to ocutput and the
irdividuals' performance within the mechanism.

6. Bg based c¢n unifozm and objective methods and
stardazds. Methods and standards which change from
cne evaluaticn to the next destroy trust and l=2ave
th¢se being evaluated questioning how +they <should
ez fccm their work tasks. [Ref. 6:p.14-15]

C. AFPRCACHES TO EVALUATION

Hcw dces one apprcach or catagorize evaluation? The
following section discusses eight apprcaches to or catego-
ries c¢f evaliuatican fcrwarded by Hcuse [Ref. 1:p.21-43].

1. TIhe Systems Apalysis Apprcach

fn

The systems analysis approach defines a small number
cf output measures and attampts ti relate differsnces in
Frograms t¢ variations observed in the variables. The data
acquired th-ough this observation is quan<itative ia nature.
Correlaticnal analysis or other statistical methods are used
to relate the output measures *o “he prcgrams being evalu-
ated. This method is widely used in <the Department of
Heal*h, Education and Welfare in evaluating federal sccial
welfare rprograms.

An example is <+he Office of Economic Oppor+tunity
(OEO) =evaluation of the Neighborhood Health <Center (NHC)
pcogram. The OPO defined five areas of in%*erest to be

15
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investigated in determining th2 impact of the NHC's. These

. areas of interest were:

]! 1. Success of the ¥HC's in providing comprehen-
2 sive health care to th= poor.

2. Patient reaction to the care rfeceived at *he

NHC* =. :
3. Degree of implementation of comprehernsive |
and continuous family care at the NHC's. j
u, Punctional and organizational compariscn of ;
the NHC's. '
5. Antipoverty cons2quences of NHC services.

[Ref. 7:p.107-121]
The NHC pregram was evaluated according to tke attainment of
tha ctiectives which relate to *+he five specified interast
areas.,

Cne problem which may be seen with this apprecach is ]
ensuring the cutput measures selecta2d truly raflect <the
crganizaticn's goals. If the selecta2d measurses Jo nct accu-
rately reflect those goals, the cuz=coae of this apprcach may
te of 1imited use.

2. 1Ibe Behavicral-Objectives (0 Goal-Based) Aprroach

This approach, popularized in busiaess and govern-
ment crganizations as managsement by cbjectives, uses the
tated gcals of a prcgram as the output measure and evalu-
ates fprcgram success by *he at+«ainment of +hese goals. It
can te <seen that this method of evaluation addresses cnly

ndinda iR SROR R AT LRk

tha issue c¢f program effectiveness, providing no information
on pregram efficiency. In this sense, effectiveness is a
measure cf th2 exten* to which an organization's objectives
are achieved. Efficiency refers to the cost of converting
program inputs to outputs, that 1is, <the cost of okjective
achievement., An early advocate of this behavioral-objactive
apprcach was Tyler {Ref. 8] who advanced this method for X
evaluating sduca“ionail goals in terms of student behaviors.

LY Y N
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Feter F. Drucker pcpularized che term "managemsn: by
objectives" in his bcck The Practice of MYanagement (Ref. 9].
Implementation of management by objactives (MBO) ferces
individuals and organizations tc define specifiic arz2as of
responsikbility in terms of @measureable expected resul:s,
called cotjectives. performance is determined by ccmparing
objective at*tainment against the objectives stated. The
popularity of +he apprcach <can be ssen in its widsspresad
use. A 1976 study showed 41 percznt of +he hcspitals
surveyed ussd MEO and ancther 33 percent werz planning to
start in *he near future (Ref. 10:p.8-11]. MBO is used not
only as an svaluatiorn approach, but as a means of plaanning,
coordinaticn, communicaticn and control. An aidvantage is <he
explicit s<+atemeont cf objectives which 1le+ workers know
“hair speciiic duties and encourages <ccmaunication betwsen
workers and supervisors relating to job performancs. A
majcr disadvantage 3is the problem of specifyirng behavicrs
rather +han perforaancs. Specific objectives ars vwvzs
measureakle, but behaviors are not necessarily measureable
in the «ccnzext of ccentributing to goal attainmencz. Waks
(Ref. 1:p.487) argued <that "...acting with pucpose...”" is
not equivalent to "_,,.taking means to a well deofined engd."
In other words, though a specified behavior may be cbserved,
i= does rc* follow that this behavior 1lecads to a desired
objective.

3. I

Decision-daking Approack

o

As an <arlier definition of evalua*icn implied,
evaluation is closely related <o decision-making. The
decision-making apprcach holds that an evaluatiocn is struc-
tured according to the decisions which must be made. It
assumes that the decision-makert's concerns are th? signifi-
can+t areas ~he evaluation must address. By s*tructuring *he
evaluaticn in this manner, +*he results should be of greater

17
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use tc the decision-maker. This approach relies heavily cn
survey methcds such as interviews and guestionnaires.

Stufflebesam et al. [Ref. 4], whose pr°v1cu=ly cited
definiticn ¢c£ =2valuation ircludes the idea <tha* 2valua+tion
is ¢c provide informazior for judging decision alte::atives,
is an advccate of this apprcach in ta2 £ield of educaticn
The evaluation is structured with cespect to the decisicn-
makers' concazns and position ir <the organiza+ior, and
specific evaluation subtasks are :iden+ified and assigned.
The results of these subtasks are aggr=sgatz2d and communi-
cated tc the decision-maker ir ordar o aid in “he decision
rocess., [Ref. 4] This approach relisves *he evaluatcr from
having *c guess the audience of thz2 evaluation, +harsby
providing structure for the ern+ire 2valuation effor*. On the
cther hand, <this apgooach assumes tha< the dacisiorn maker's
goals are the same as +those of +hs entire organizatien,
which may cz may not ke the case.

4. The Gal-Free Appzoach

Each 0of +«he previously discuss2d apprcaches invclved
program evaluaticn in terms of program goals and specific
goals fcr the evaluation. Tha goal-£ree approach sez=ks *o
conduct evaluation in terms of program goals withcut refer-
ence to the goals for the a2valuation, indeed, <+he evaluaror
is purposely kept unaware of these goals s0O as nct 0 be
tiased by thenm.

Scciven ([Ref. 11], a leading proponent c¢f this
school of though+, feoels tha“< *ha goal-free approach is a
valid me<hcd of reducing bias in evaluation, since knowledge
of evaluvation goals can influence <the evaluator. For
example, an evaluater who is tasked with c¢cnducting a
performance avaluaticn of an employese with the explicis
inte2nt of determining whether the employee should be “ermi-
nated may deliver a different <evaluaticz if the intent is
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not stated. In the fcrmer instance, evaluator knowliedge <ha*
his evaluation may result in a worker 1losing his Jjcb may
tias the cu“come of the evaluwation. By being unaware of *he
evaluaticn ntent, the latter situation may result in 2 mcre
accura+s representaticn of the worker's performancs.

This approach is widealy used in the area of consumer
p-ocduct evaluaticns. various consumer organizaticns raqu-
larly evaluat: products placed irn the market wizahout know-
ledge of the manufacturars gcals. These evaluations stress
standards and criteria which <+h2y (the consumer organiza-
tion) fsel are beneficial to the consumer. One main prcblaam
to overccme iIn +his approach is <h2 chcice of evaluators.
Scriven [Bef. 11] sees 2valuators as sxperts, able *o 21ipi-

na*2 and oTevan* heth s2lf-pias and bias 92f others from
impacting oz zhe a2valuation. A vacristy of “=chniguesz, such
as c¢cdzs cf ethics or double-blind -experiments, are

available tc assis* the evaluator in elimirnating bias.

5. Ik2 Art Cziticism Approach

This approach relies upon the c¢ritic <o make judge-
ment ¢n a program much the same way an ar*t cri+ic would
judge a fine paiating. Though opinions orn specific d=tails
may vary, there is generally a consensus among critics of a
certain endeavor as to what cocnstitutes a notable work. Tkis
implies an extensive base of common kzowledge among those
eligitle to conduct such criticism.

Eisner makes a distinction batween connoisseurship
and cri<icism. While connoisseurship is "recognizing and
appreciating the qualities of “he particular" it requires no
public disclosure or judgement. Criticism necessarily enccm-
passes ccnncisseurship. "Criticism is the art of disclcsing
the qualities of events c¢r objects that connoisseurship
perceives." [Ref. 12 :p.197]

The key purpcse of criticism is 0 increase awvare-
ness c¢f a subjec+ area and convey Jjudgements in terms of
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criteria which are acc2pted among *hose knowledgeabls in
+hat arca. It allows the uninictiated ¢o gain an appreciation
fcr that area through the critic's knowledge. Thcugh gener-

ally assccia+ed with art, literature and o*her basically

creative areas, the art criticism approach to evaluatior has
teen applied to *he £i2ld of education with some succsss.

A ey problem with this approach 1is generating
acceptancs cf the critic's criteria for judging a prcgram. A
cri+ic may possess e3xtensive knowladge in his field, but if
the audience of his evaluaton is not receptive, his criti-
cism is nct likely t¢ carry much weigh:.

6. ZIhe Professicnal Review (Acczeditation) Approach

The professicnal =c-eviazaw approach has csome distinc+
garallels Wwith the art-criticism aproach immediately alkove.
Professional review relies ugen =2xpaert opinion concerning
generally accepted standards of performance in evaluating a

. par+icular area., The standards here, +heocugh, are usually

- "

rc-2 =sz2sily quan*ified, zading = a2 more striac+ured
apprcach in +h2a svaluaticn. Professional review alsc is apt

e many members, crganized as an accrzaditatiorn or review
bcard tc conduct the evaluation. Standards and measurement
criteria are derermired by th2 profassionals themselves as
they are accepted as the experts in <+heir fields. This
apprcach prcduces an evaluation of pr-ofessionals by profes-
sioprals and its outccmes ars rnot =asily influenced by +he L

layman.
7. 1be Quasi-Legal (Adversary Approach

Cne of <+he lcng standing approaches for evaluating '
and pelicy-making is the duasi-lsgal approach. It is an
apprcach tc evaluation which closely imitates legal ,

P

procedures. Information, or ‘evidence', concerning a program

. is ok+ained from 'witnesses', much as testimony is rsceived
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iz a cocurt of law. Information both for and against

pactticular program is presented, and grea= care is exerc
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“0 23nsuce that all pertinent information is rCeceived a
wvhich a panel of evaluators weighs *+he avidancs heard and
can reach a decisicr as to the worth of the ©frogram.
Examples of this approach abouni in today's government,
ranging frcm local school board Adscisions on grade schecol
curricula through presidentially appoian<ed panels 1like the
Warren Ccammission which investigated <*he assassinaticn of
President Kennedy.
This approach doss a0t r2ly only on exper+ evalua-
tors as Lave several previcus approaches. Addi«ionally i<«
£ crly accepis but enccurages ve-sonal bias and opinicn in
B=

iding information. As Welf no+tss

The wultimate_evidencs which guldes deliberatior and
judgemen* includes not only, =he 'fac:=st, but a wide
variezy of ferceotlcns, opinions, . biases, and specula-
tiogs, within a coazext Of values ard bhelisfs,
[ Ref. 13: p.2 )

The ultimate goal of this approach is to reach a definite
conclusicn cn some issue. Its conclusions will address abso-
lutes, such as 'Is the program mee+ting its goals' rather
than matters of degree, as 'To wha*t 2xtent are our geoals
met'.,

(15

(a1

8. Ihe Case Study (2 Traasaction) Approac

This approcach is widely uszd and accepted in organi-
zaticnal studies, I+ focuses on program processes and
interactions, both within and outside the program, with the
int=2nt cf giving the reader of the case study a greater
aopreciation of +the program's workings. This apprecach
commcnly presernts interviews with peopls in *the program and
observations made by the interviewer a% the program site in
the fcrm ¢f a case. The case can be 2xamined by evaluators
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aad ccnclusicns r~eached through discussions and sharing of
ideas among the evaluators., The <case study and its corclu-

| TN S

sions are aimed at the reader who does not possess a g-ea*

kaowledge of the evaluatior area as a msans of incceasing
his/her understanding by illustrating how others visw the
program being evalua+ed. This approach allows the reader to

™ -1 U

mcre fully understand <+he int2rnai workings cf +the pregram

and hcw prcgran inputs are convertad to outputs. .
A major problem wi<tih this approach can be ensucing %

confidentiality for +he members upon which the <case study j

was Lased. Case study authors aay have difficulty
disguising =211 ¢f the personalities involvad in a case.

in

Arother prcklem which may b2 encountersd i representing

fairly <te c-eat Adiversiztvy of actions and opirions which a

large case study may entzil. A compiica*sed <case wi“h @any :
perscnal intsractions can requira2 3 tremendous edi ial ?
2ffort ~c ensure that it is accurate and understandable 3
- 9. Suagary i

The above afrroaches ar2 cartaialy not all inclu- -
sive, ncrt can all agproaches to 2valuation be expected to
£it intc “hese eight categories. Thay are irn+tended +o show
the variety c¢f arproaches availablsz in conducting
svalua*icns. Though the overall purpose ¢f evaluatior may be
tha same, <that is providing 4irsformaticrn to 2id Iin decisien

oY T RN

Se Tre

making, different situations @may calil for different

approachss to provide necessary information. The eight

approaches show +*that +techniques can be <chosen +o £i+
evaluaticn to evaluater skill (quasi-l2gal vs. professional
review apprcaches), rprogram objectives (system analysis vs.

A

behavioral-objectives approachss), or even to igncce
evaluaticn cbjectives (goal-fr=2e approach).
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D. WHEN TO EVALUATE

Stuffletean et al. [(Ref.
+ion which investigates when in
uaticr is %c take place. The
evaluaticn~-context, irput,
svaluaticn~--which serve £funcet
through final impact on the

cperates. Each evaluation type
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4] vprovide a view of esvaiua-
*he program life cycls eval-
Yy have defined four “ypes of
process, and product
ions from program Inception
syszem in which the prcgram
is explained briefly ftelcw.

1sed In +h2 plaaning pvIccess
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on #hether

al.

Prccess evaluation analyzsas precgram
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1
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implementa+icn.

prcvidad by Stufilsbcam et al. [Ref. 4]

an evalua+iosn approach differen+
[Ref. 1],

the eighz

but as an expansicn of
Each of approaches cculd be
con-ex* DI CCESS

the different

ive in providirg infor-

as implied earli
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four ac=2as. view can

ermine +iming of evaluations,

<o prcvide informaticn on

spacific portions of a program's life-cycle.
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E. SUMMARY
This chapter has focused on <he man ideas and
apprcaches availablzs in avaluation sciance. Definitions of

evaluaticrt and i<s purposes were presented %o shcw The simi-
larities and differences that exist among authors

tion literature and a definition cf evaluaticn was formed.
The definiticn lcok2d upon evaluation as a judgement of scme
program Wit the purpocse <o¢f contributing +*c¢ decisicens
conceraing *he current attainment of zhat program's gcals orT
cbjsctives. Six rrinciples for avaluation wera also
ccssexnted, J2monstra“ing ncw and when svaluation sto:

2
conductsd ard what kind of informazicn should be proviied by

3

<he evaluaticn.

Th: kasic concepts 7£ ev
<igating eight apprcaches whi b
These arpproaches »provide differant =avalu
depending cr *he type of informa*ion desired from “he evalu-

a*ion ot the dicfferent evaluation ass=2ts availaple.
Tinally, 2 view of <evalvaticn which addrasses whan +o

b
[ 1]
2
o
®
[o 1}

perform evaluation w t9 the eigh* evaluatien
apprcaches.

ith *his grounding in the <€undamental idsas of a2valua-
tion, the next chapter will focus cn the evaluator's roles
arnd responsibilities, and some problems associated with
svalua+icn. The evaluator's implemantation of the abcve
principlss and @methcds can grz2atly influence <+he even<tual
cutccme cf the evaluation.
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III. EVALUATORS

The idezl rater who oObgerves_ and evaluates wha=s is
important_  and reports his Judgement without bias or
appreciable error does not 2xisg, o7 1f _he does, we
dop 't krow how to sepa-gte him from his less effective
colleagues. (Ref. 1W:ip.7]

Though the above statemer*t may be t-ue, many s*eps have
teen taken in evaluation science to ident:ify competen=z eval-
vators and improve cperformance c¢f avaluators in gsneral.
This «chagter locks at <the =2valuator, beginning wi+h a
discussicn ¢f objectivity and validity as +thay relats +*o
evaluaticn. Who performs evaluations and whether “hey ccme

cyde o Q-o-
[P -

£-om  within or ou=zside 4h2 c¢rganizazison is in

u

(
2

ve
with advantages and disadvantages preszn+t2d for sach evalua-
tion source. A discussion ¢f the kinds of er-ors evalua%tcrs
typically make is presenzed along with sources which nay
cause these errors. The chapter closes with a discussicn of
savaral setkads for rsduciang =he amount of errors svalua+<ors
may briag in%ts their svaluations, ranging from “raining <he
evalua*tcr +“c imgrovin the <*ools <+the evaluazor uses in

tforaing svaluation.

k. OEBJEBCTIVITY

Objectivity, in the c¢con+ex+ of =valuation, 1is <he
ability +c <cbsezve scmething only as i* physically exists
withcut *he inclusion of personal feelings about the obiject.

Por exanple, <the statement 'Joe is six feet +all' would be
considered ncre cbjective than saying 'Joe is a giant'. The
former <cculd b= adequa+ely demcnstrated using a tape
measure, while <+he latter is largely dependert upon =he
particular cbserver's concept of what is giant and what is

not. As Hcuse points cut
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Objec::v1»y is often equatad
vars Agreement is accomp

a
1
gecifze procsdures for ob
o
i

with agreement among crser-
hed by having extecialized,

gva-lon. By €ais dsfini~ion
az

S
2

jec*1v1»y is achievad
se€e-~repli

aving observers agre=, cn
ien of obseZva+ion.

i
s
Yy
¥ ca

[Ref. 1: p 215]
Houss <calls *his *le quantitative notion c¢f objectivity.
The concept of reliability in observation closely parallels
this guant:*ative nction. Reliability is based on <he
ability *c zeplicate cbservations. That is, if a particular
cbservaticn cf an object can b2 replicatsd, that observatiorn
is assumed to bea reliable.

B. VALIDITY

Ths ccncent of w=zlidi-vy Ls ilampor=zint tc szvalnazicon. T£
ar cbse-vaticn dces nct accurately rceflect “ne qualities of
an okject one wishes +0 measure, a '4rue' evalua«ion of <hat
¢bject may te impossitle. Scrivan {Ref. 15] addresseas the
concept cf validity by bringing cut a fsature which he calls
“he qua;i a<iv2 s33nze of chbisctivisy., ds arguss *+tha%, *aken
in the <xtzIeme the quantitative notion of obijectivity

confuses the method cf verification with *'tru+h'. An obser-
vaticrn may te widely agreed upon and ra2plicateable, Dbu+* how
closely dces i+ represent reality? How 'good' is the obser-
vaticr? 1To illus+rate, Scriven cit2d <he incident c¢cf a
tzlevisicn receiver eval~-tor cbserving picture quality. The
evaluatcr used a maechanical d2vics to measure decibel gain
of the «receivers, though thers was 1little <correlation
tetween decibel gain and picture Juality. Tke observations
cbtained were able +tc be replica<ed and the results widely
agreed upon but they did not <zreally relate t¢ picture
quali*y. In this case, the evalua+tion was quantitatively
reliakle but lacked gquality. [Ref. 15] The issue of
evaluatior quality is commonly referred to as validity.
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As a me*hod of r=sla<tirg observzticns *o objeczs w2 &

o
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+o evaluates, Cummings and Schwab (Ref. 16] suggest th2
conceprt c€ construct validity. A construct is a mental image
we have 0Of something, the way we psrcsive sciz+thiczg.
Validity, in *his corntex*, refars <c the corrzlation rextwsen
our mental image and some measure of it. Iz <he gpravicus
€éxample, +here was lit+le <correlation betwe=an dscitel gain
of the television rceceivers and quali“y ¢f ths picture henca
there was 1little construct validizy. A different measure
which mcre closely corzesponds <0 our mental image of
picture quality could be <chosenx. Th2 <clossr the measure
chosen corrssponds with our mental images of something, <k2
greater ths construct validity. A differ=zn

viewer satisfaction will havs varying dzgre
validity accozding tc how closely it ¢
mental image of pictrure gquali<y,

Tc better illustrate the conca2pt of construct vealidity,
coasider Figur: 3.1. As shown, +he lsf* clirclsz rep-asssits
some construct we are 3interssted irn 2anéd the righ+t ciccle
represents some aeasur2 of that cons*%ruct. Ideally, <hesre
would be ccoplete <cverlap ¢f <*he <circles representing a
total <ccrtrelation between <the construct and the measuce
used. There are «wo general r=2asoas tha* +the two circles do
not csmpletaly cvarlap--measursment deficiency and
measurement coentamina+ion ( Ref. 16].

Measuremen+ deficiency occurs when <the aeasura fails =o
tak2 in*c account all of <che facters present in our
constTuct. For example, a measure 9of a data preccessing
department's performance which acccunt2d £or gquarn+tiecy of
output but naglected quality and timeliness would probably
ke ccrsidered deficient.

Measuremen* contaminaticn, in con=rast to measureman*
d2ficiency. occurs when +*the measur2 <takes into account

factors which fall outside cur construct. If our measurs of
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Adapted from [ref.17 :p.75]

Figure 3.1 Deficiency and Contamination.
tte da%a rrcezssing departmen4's perfarmancs includes items
such as ccridrate sales or top managemsnt's pe-ceptisns of
the devartment, *he reasuze is likely %o be contaminatad.

It may te seen zha* bcth deficizncy and contamination in
measureacen* of constructs advarsely affect censtruct
validity. If€ c1ar measurazs éc not contain all <+he factors
pertinent fc cur «ccanstzuct, or 1if <+he measures cortain
factors cutside our <cons<ruct, . it is unlikely that <the
measures will accura+tely reflsct <+he mental :iImage of <*he
construct. Both of <hese circumstancas, <*her, decrease
construc+t validizty.

C. EBROES

There are a number of errors which evaluators nay ccmmit
during the evaluation process. Cummings and Schwab [Ref. 16]
discuss these errors in two main groups- variable error aad
constant errcr. These twc grcups are explainzsd below, with

examples.
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Variable errcr is esvaluator disagreement which mani-

s differences in <*+he scocez of spacific i<enm

cf an evaluation. I+ may take two forms--disagrzements
tetween evaluators and disagreemernts over time. .

a. Disagreements between avalua*ors i

Suppcse two cevaluators, A and B, heve cbserved :
five wcrkers performing their jobs and rated the workers!
performancs on a scale of 0 (pcor performanca) +o 10 (hich

cerfcrmance)., The ratings ace shown in Table T. Note vha<

i

1Y
Le

e is +tc*al rating agreem=2nt only on worker 4 and “he

e
c-her ratings differ from 1 <o 4 units,

ot

,
;
|

TABLE I
Evaluator Ratings

. RATINGS
WCRKERS SVALUATOR A EVALUATOR 3
1 5 3 .
Z 7 8
3 3 7
n ] 9
5 4 0

Taking ths ratings ob=ained from A and B, we now
wish tc plot +ths sccres, with s2valuator Afs rating repra-

ssn<ing <+«he X-compcrent of our plot and evaluator B's
Tetings regpresenting the Y-component of <the plct. The
result is a graph as shown in Figure 3.2. The straight line
extending from the origin and rising from lef* tc right
represents total agreement betwesn +he evaluators. The
distance of each worker's score from the total agreement

PSP Rr DY -4 v

lic2 is a measure of the disag-eement between tke
evaluators, A linear <cecrrelation ccefficien+ may be
. calculated which expresses the amount of agreement be%ween *

30
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the evaluatcrs. Values for the linear correlator coeff:cien<
may vary £fzom -1.0 (highly negative <correlation,  mez
that high values for the X~comgonernt zend *oc go with lcw
valuss €or +he Y-component and lecw values fcr  the
X-component tend to gc with high values for the Y-componen+t)
to +1.0 (highly positive correlati meaning tha* high
values fcr the Y-component tend to go with hign values for
the Y-ccaponent and low values for the X-componen< *tend to
go with lcw values for the Y-component), with a value of 0.0

:

indica*ing rc correla<ion (no predictable pa=“ern). In this

example, <the 1liasar correla-ion <ccefficient is 0.6 indi-
cating scxe posicive cerrelation between zvalua*cers A arnd B.
A valus ir the range c¢f 0.8 to 0.9 would tend %¢c indicate a

(&7
(9]

-
=

. s - e
stroeng ccrrela<icn hewween A and 3, High coarrela«inon

)]

o
[ o
ct

not, howevez, guarantee 3 valiid razing. It siaply shows cthat
A and B agree on what they have observed. Both A and B may
be wzcag in *heir ratings of wcrkar 4, but their agresment
- would p-cvide some ccnfidence that their -ating was correct.
™o methcds which can raduce Adisagreement
tetweer cvaluators are reduc+ion o elimira<ion of sulriec-
tiviet in measuremant instruments 2and ensuring evalvator
familiari4y with *he job baing evaluat2d. The former method
reduces disagreements by relieving the evaluator of inter-
Freting subjective measures. By using more objective evalua-
tior measures, eavaluazor bias is less 1liksly <c be
accider<ally iantroduced (Ref. 20 :p.46]. Ensuring evalnator
familiarity with the job being evaluataed increasas *+he liks-
lihocd of evalua*ing jcb faczors which correlate highly with

job perfcrmance.

E. Disagreeassnts Over Tinme

Cisagreemerts over time pertain %o disagreements
ir evainarticns made by one evaluator at different pcints in
«ima. Suppcse that, in the example of disagreemen+s between
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Pigure 3.2 Evaluator Disagreesments.

s %2
.

evaluators, 2avaluatcr A’s ratings -epresented an evaluation

¢
LN

perfcrmed by A at *ime 1 and that =2avaluator B's ra*ings
represented an evaluation performed by A at tiae 2.
Calculation of the lirear corrzlation ccefficient wculd +then
measure hcw well evaluator A's ratings agree over *ime.
Using disagreements cover tims as a measure of
construc*t validi“y is generally not as desireable as using
S disagreements between evaluators. The reason fcr this is
~ that differences in evaluations made at different pciats in
- *time may be due “o performance improvament or degradation of
‘ those being evaluated. The low correlation coefficient
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obtained fzom a ccmparison of evaluations made on a weokar
vhose perfcrmance has changed markedly cver <time may be
mistakenly taken to mean the construct is not valid. For
this reascn, corr2lation coefficients obtained by comparing
two CIr more evaluatcrs' ratings ar2 a better measures of
construct validi+y ([Ref. 16]. A method of reducirg disa-
greements over time, discussed later, is testing potartial
evaluatcrs and choosing those who Jemons<rate lit<eles of “his
€rror.

re variatle errors tend <o crea+<e 3differcrces
aluations, <constant errors t2and to cause spu
h

. 3 _-‘- - 1 —
gimilazities. C2ns*an® 2orror =akes “h-ez feorsas--t

QO
()
(=}
ol
[a]
[}
[
+
[U}

ndency ani lernizncy.
a. Halo erccr

dalo error occurs when an evaluator fails to
if£fzzen+tia+e aneng individAual it2ms or dimensions in hi
al

n

..l

avaluazicn, bu+ evaluat23s on <he basis of his ove

"

impressicn. The boss who observes only an employse's writtan
work bu< rates the esployee high in areas such as initiazive

and perscnal relations has made a2 halo error.
k. C=nt-al tendency

C2n+tral tendency is the <+endency fcr evalua+crs
to Tate all dimensicns ¢f an cbject near the middle of the
evaluaticn scale, avcidiang the extrames.

Cc. Lleniency

This errcr is ccmmitted when an evalua+*cr tends
to rate all cbjects tco high. The 'easy grader' consist+eatly
delivers inflated rating marks. The opposite error, *“hat of
rating all objects tcc low is call2ad strictness.
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Evaluvator «raining in “hs area of constanat ecre
is 2 useful technique in reducing <hese errors. A discussion
¢f thkis technique is rreser*ed in a latar section.

C. EVALUATION SOURCES

BEvaluatcss may ccme £-om maany places within aad ocutside
an organiza+ion. Though evaluations by superiors are very
commen, alternative sources of evaluation exist--peer,
subordinaze, self and disintersstad party ot outside
evaluatcrs,

1. Supszior Eyvaluators

Evaluations ty superiors are a widely us=d me+thcd in
today's organizations. Supericors arsa chcsen f£o¢r  many
reascns, such as jot experience, familiarity with subordi-
nat2 positions and jobr skills, even tradition. Superiors ara
cften =lke lcgical chcice as evaluators, for their positiorn
in the orgarizational hierarchy is such that they determirne
to a great exten“ ths incentive and reward system for thsir
subordinates. As such, <heir evaluations of subordinaxes

may lead to dirsct reward o punishment withou* passing

(4]

through ancther 1level of hierarchy and <+his immediate
evaluaticn-incentive ¢tie keeps subcrdinazes appraised of
their performance.

Scme problems can exist with supervisor evaluations.
Pirst, if the subordinate being rated does not work directly
for the evaluating svperior or if “her2 is substantial phys-
ical separation of the supervisor <from the subecrdirate,
superviscr cbservaticn of the subordinatet's job performarnce
may te limited. Alsc, due <+o rapidly changing *echnclogy,
the superior may not have enrough understanding of the subor-
dinate's actual cn-tke-jocb responsibilities %o adequa*ely
rate his performance. Incre2asing automaticn in the workpglace
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tends *o widen the 'understanding gap' for the superisr who
does no* strive *o s*tay curreant in today's dynamic business
world.

2. Eser Evalu

s
[
e a

€IS

Feer esvaluatczs are those individuals whc work a+
the same o-ganizaticnal level as the perscn rated. Many
crganizations avecid vusing peer evaluations, dismissing the
technique as a '‘popularity contest'. Pz2er avaluator-
evaluatze friendship is ssen as biasing th2 validizy of %his
+achnigne. Tanis may be due to the perception +that friends
tend to rinimize or cverlook orne another's shortcomings and
orly =elevate good ©pciats, or amistake plesasing gpersornal
att-oikbutes fcr iadicazers ¢f£ high jeb perfc-mancs. Recant
studies (e.g. Klimcski and London ([Ref. 17], and Love
(Ref. 18] ) have =<shcwa that evalunation wvalidity is no*
significantly affected by friendship bias, and that in some
circumstances, vpeer evaluation appeacs to of fer great bene-

£its tc an evaluation prograa.
3. Lisiptarassted Party Z2valuazozs

Disinterested parties can possibly be ob+tairned
withip the crganizaticn or outside. They may come frcm any
rganizaticnal lsvel so long as they have 06 vested interest
in <the outcome of their evaluations. Scme organizations
tring in cutsiders tc perform this function, feeling that
lack cf personal con*acts wi<hin the organization will allow
a mcre obZective evaluation.

A problem which may occur with disinterested party
evaluatcrs is that, aside from having no vested interast in
*he evaluation outcome, <*hey may also have limited insigh+
iato the factors which indicate good job performance. As
noted in supervisor evaluation, <the evalua*tor who does rnoz
stay curzent on <the the technology of the workplace is not
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likely to delivsr as gocd a pesrforzance evaluatior as cas
who is wmcre familiar wi*h that technology. In addi+icn,
cutsiders brought in to perfcrm =2valuations may nct £ully
grasp fac*crs such as organizational politics ané intsrpsc-
sonal reliaticnships which caa greatly influeacs overall job

performance.

E. DISCUSSION

Each evaluation source has unijus characteristics, as
well as sipilarities with each of the other sources, in
providiag =valuation informa+ion. Theugh introducticn of
evalua*tcr errors is fairly comparable <for superior and peesr
avaluaticns ([Ref. 19], studies hav:s shown that rating
SCuUCces jiffez 1in <hsic percep=ica sz perfcrnzacs
(Ref. 17]. This difference in percapricns is relatzd %o
dimensicrality.

Dimensicnali+y ig the quali<y of an evaluation ar=a
possassing Jiffersnt clements or 31imansions. For irstaace,
if cre sxamined <the broad arsa 0L s=zcratarial jcb periorm-
acce, mary individual dimensions could be identified, such
as “yring sre=d, typing accuracy, shorzhand ability, orgarni-
zation, ability to =speak effectively on the <+elerhone and
many c*hers. These dimensions comprise ¢he evaluation ar=sa
called secre*acial jct performance.

Net all evaluaticn sources use +the same set of dinen-
sions in conducting evaluations. As an 2xample, corsiier an
evaluaticn c¢f wecrker perfermance performed by a worker's
superior and 2 peer. The superior, being very goal oriantsd,
rates the vwcrker's clerical pec-formance according %o how
many pages are typed fper hour assuming, perhaps inceorrectly,
tha< quantity of pages typed also indicates gquality. The
peer, who must correct any errors made by the worker, is
concerned with quality of output. Different sources exhikit
different cerceptions of performance. Nei<her view is
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necessarily wrong, but this illustrates the differences thar

may e€xist between evaluation sourcas. Holzburg (Ref. 191 has
found a ccnsistent outcome of dimsnsional analysis cf supe-
rior and pesr evaluaticns 1= <hat 2valuation sources deter-
mine the primary dimensionali=y of the evaluations. What
this means to <+he evaluat2e 1s that performance grades
reczived may b2 due more to the evaluation source than the
job perfcrmance,

The fcllowing sections discuss some of th2 errcr sourcces
whick may cause evaluvaters +o commit 2rrors and methods of
reducing various €rrors 0 provigde more accurate

gvaluazicns.

P. EFRCRBR SOURCES

Many factors contribute to evaiuator error. Though often
groucred under the general heading of bias, specific factcrs
have t=:=n investiga+ed by 2 vaziety ¢ study qrcups as a way
of ensuring objective and valid evaluations. This ss3ction
lcoks a+ ssveral of *he <£fac+ors coatsibuting <o evalua%or
error, and the next secticn discusses some metaods suggeszed
for reducing these errers.

1. Sogcial Interaction

Social irn*eraction, or friendship bias, ig cfren
cited as a reason for avoidiag peser evaluations. As previ-
ously noted, <+this bias is <+«hought by many organizaticns =zc
advarsely affect peer evaluations. This bias is also segen
in superior evalua*icns, but Jjudgiang from the number of
c-ganizations which use superior svaluators as a primary
means of evalua<tion, the effacts may not be considered as
severe. This is not to say “hat superior evaluation rtiases
are actually less severe “han those biases found in cther
evalua*ticn scurces. The biases may be just as bad, but *he
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superior's position tends to lend a dagree of credibilii-y *c

his or her judgements, desarved or not.

2. Evalwazo
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Evaluator inzxperience and lack of training in eval-
weticr prccedures *end to contribute to haic ard lenisancy
ezrors [Ref. 20]. Bcorly defined measures force *he inex-
rerienced evaluator to make Iinterpretations which, due %o
limited tackground, wmay not accurately raflect performance.
Closely associated with this idea is the evaluator's effec-
tiveness c¢cn the job. Low evaluator effectivaness ccrrelates
strongly w#ith low evaluation accuracy.

3. Belg conflic

lrf

=

s==ong factor corn+<ributiag =zc svalua+-or errTe
the rcle conflict exrverisnced Lty many 2valuators. Dayal has
noted:

The manager has tc accept the :esgonsibility. to judge
Tag psTidrmancs cf ota3r ozeplzs,  dEtzn thiz resginasi-
bility is  hesitantly taken becaus3 he” fésls uncémfer-
=abie in his role as judgz. [Ref. 21:p.29]

One effect ¢ this evaluatcr discoafort is +that evalga+ion
resul+ts tend %o group near the upp2r =1nd cf +he rating scale
{Ref. 21]. A possible reascn for this 2ffect is that giving
low ratiags my result in slower promotion or 2ven fi-ing of
ar 2mployse, for which ths =valuator giving *he ratings may
fa21 resgonsible. FKRatings at the high end o¢f the scale
rzduce “he probability that employees will <experience lay-
cffs ¢cr slcwer promction and <the 2valuator will feel less
respcnsitle if such actions do occur.

4. Evajuator Kngcwledqe of Evaluation Purpose

As previously staced, Scrciven (Ref. 11] has
suggested that evaluator kncwledge of the evaluation purpose
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may te anc+her ncnperformance factor influencing +the ac+tual
performanc2 rating received. A study by Gallagher (Ref. 22)
investigated whether <vatings of performance varied when
evaluatcrs were given Jifferant purposes for ch evalua-
tions. The resul%s suppor: Scriven's contsntion. Gallaghs:r's
discussicn c¢f <he «results coancludes "...that a single
perfcrmance evaluaticn should nct ba used for diffzren+
purposes since the stated purpecse of <the evaluatica can
affect tke actual perfcrmance rating." [Ref. 22:p.38)

G. ERROE REDUCTION TECHNIQUES

Many technigues are availakle “o h2lp reduce evaluazor

€TZ0T. These “aochnigues have Dbesn inves=<iga=ed by varicus

L

syaluaticn Zesezazchars (2.35. 3Bacnacdia [Ref. 23], Wilzy an

Jenkins [Ref. 24], and Scott [Ref. 20) ) 2nd some suggeste
sclutions ate preseanted hera.

(o7}

1. Evaluaz:o

M

Traininag

Eernardin, in a study of comprehersivs vs. abbrevi-
a=ed evaluator +training programs <Sound <hat evaluators
"...trained cn ercor prior %<¢ observa+tion and who used the
scales *c @maintain cbkservational diaries had significantly
lzss leniency error end halo effect than all other groups."
[Ref. 23:p.302] In <+his study compreshensive training was 2
cne hcur session consisting of definiticns, graphic illus-
*ra*icns and =2xamples of halo ercor, 1leniency and central
2ndancy was presen=ed “o students who were acting as evalu-
ators of peer pezformance. The trainees were also given datsa
to 2valuate in terms cf the =2rrors, and ths evaluaticns were
discussed. Abbreviated frairing was a five minute session
with definitions ¢f the errer types and a single
illustraticn of <=ach.
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The results of this study indicated that the psycho-
metric guality for those who undervent comprehensive
“raining was superiocr to <those who Ceceived abtrevia<ed
tzaining a+ the first ratin pecing, and bcth <training
groups were supericr <to the control (untrained grcup).
Ancther r2sult was *hat the posi+tive sffects of the traiaing
programs were virtuelly nonexist2nt after ocrne additional
ratirg pericd. [Ref. 23] Ore might argue tha< for an ocrgan-
izaticn contemplating a training program for saperviscry
personnel the abcve information may indicate that a compre-
hensive <+raining precgram would lead +tc <£fewer evaluator
errors *han an abbreviated training program. As the 2ffects
of bo*h +*raining prcgrams <tends tc rapidly diminish
*ims, kcwever, a sherter #rzaining vpregram reqn
adminis<ered may deliver more positive 2ffects in *hsz

run.
2. Eimensionel Apalvsis

As discussed praviously, differant evaluation
scurces perceive perfoermance in. different ways. To account
for this, subjective evaluaticn areas should be examined by
dimensicnal analysis. This analysis is used to investigate
+he many d:izensions which comprise2 an evaluation ar=sa and
ccnsiders the different combinations of dimensions used by
varicus evaluaticn scurces. Sinca <each evaluaticn source
tends +¢ use different dimensions in performing evaluaticns
{(Ref. 25:p.473], dimersional analysis car provide insigh+*
into the particular concerns of +he wvarious sources.
Klimoski and London (Ref. 17] pcesent <the exampie tha*
superviscrs my be 1less able to discriminate between items
related *¢ competeance from those ra2latsd to effort, whereas
nurses ra*ing theaselves and peers can make that
distincticn. This wculd suggest that supervisors are mcre

likely z¢c ccnsider effort as an indicator of competence than
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peers. By accounting for the dimensions used by various
evaluaticn sources dimensional analysis can allow perfcra-
ance measures to be tailored according to <*“he anticipated
evaluaticn source, cr it may be used aiter the fact o help
explain ratings received in particular areas in light of <the
evaluaticn souzce.

3. 1Iesting Evaluators

Wiley and Jernkins [ Ref., 24] had 109 air Force navi-

gatcr students eostimate gqualifications ne<ded to perferm

various Air Force tasks using an experimentally standardized
*ask list and sets of five rating scaless. Their estimates
wer2: aggregated and a ccnsensus or pooled estimate grour was
formed. These students, af+er one mon*th, again estima<ed

N

gqialifications and the stud=nts were sccred by co-rtela<ing
their estimates with the key of pooled estimates. The study
shows that evaluators who terd to agree with the ccnsensus

also terd to retrest self-agreement. These =avaluatcrs also
*end +toward consensus Agreement on later evaluations.
[Ref. 24]

The above findings terd to suggest that a standazd-
ized test cculd be develcped toc rate potential evaluators. 2
consensus key which corresponds to the organization's view
cf performance wculd make it possible to select eavaluators
is cor-esponding views. This would help ensure
organiza+ional goals are being pursued by the evaluation

process.

5 4. BReducing Subjectivi:iy of Evaluation Measures

- Ferformance appraisal systems are commonly regarded
T‘ as being tco subjective in natare, relying primarily on
: human Jjudgement for gathering information pertairning +o
= measures [Ref. 20]. Elimination of all factors which can
;; . not ke objectively measured would na+urally lead tc minimal
41
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subjectiviry. While this =2limination may or may no“ be
possiktla, i« is possitle o develop a system where *he sval-
uator teacts to stimuli which are relatively free of sutjec-
tive «cr icrelevant influences rataner than stimull which
require the evaluatcr'’s judgeament (Ref. 16:p.89-92]. The
stimuli take the form of actual on-tha2-job iacidents which
the evaluatcer simply cbserves without interpretation. These
inciden<s, 5>r ‘'critical Dbehaviors?, represent actions
normally associated with outstandingly successful or
outstandingly unsuccessful task performance. The evaluator
in this =rcle acts as a repor*er of actions rather <than a
Judge whe values acticns (Ref. 20].

One pr-oblem associated with this nmethod is +the
choice cf critical incidents or behaviors. Som2 rers
groufp of pecple must be designated <o decids what incidents
are tc bLe used in evaluation. Providing a list of such
incidents reduces the evaluator's need to exercise personal

judgement in conducting evaluations.

H. SUMMARY

This chaptar has investigated the avaluator as part of
+he scheme c¢f evaluation. The concepts of ocbjectivi«y and
validicy were introducesd and explained as they per+ain to
evaluaticnr. Sources cf evaluator error ware then discussed.
Evaluatcr errors were divided into variable and constant
eczors, and each c¢f these areas was broker 1into specific
error types. Various evaluator sources- supericr, feer and
disinterested party~ were discussed with advantages and
disadvantages of each source considered. A discussion of
error sources, along with techniques to reduce +‘hese arrors
closes the chapter. The last section sugges*s that t.aining
and testing evaluatcrs and taking measuras to reduce the
subjectivity of evaluation measures can have a significant
effect in reduction c¢f evaluator error.
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The next chapter uses the information presented in
Chapters II and III to arnalyze *“he MCCRES and offsr scme
suggesticns for iderntifying and conzrolling or cont:-olling

for potantial evaluator bias.
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IV. MCCRES

The purpcse of the Marine Cerps Combat Headiness
Evaluation System (MCCRES) is to provide a_  timely and
accurate, evaluaticn of the readiness of FPleet Marine :
Porces, including Reseczve units, <o accomplish assigred i
missicns. (Ref. 26:p.I-A-1]

To achieve the cbjective of timely and accurate readiness :
evaluaticn, the MCCHES has been designed to allow ckserva-
tion c¢f Marine upits in simulated <combat situatiorms. |
pcomctes use o0£f a standardized eovaluation process ard
reporting system to provide feedback to the evalua*=d unit
indicating strengths and weaknesses <n a combat readiness
pcsture. This chapter fccuses on <th2 2valuation process in
an attempt to identirfy areas where =zsvaluators may ccmpit
errcrs or inject bias into the evaluation possibly leading
to inaccurate readiress ratings. Tae general =svaluation
apprcach and structure of the MCCRES are discussed first,
followad by an investigation of potential sources of error.
The final section dJdiscusses some solutions to minimize +the
effects of evaluator tLias.

- A. APPROACH

w The MCCRES approach to evaluation may be compared with
F the Professicnal Review (Accreditation) Approach fcrwarded

. by House {[Ref. 1]. It is an evaluation system ccnceived
- within *he Marine Corps, graded by Marines and using stan-
dards develcped by Marines. As such, it clcsely rarallels
the Professional Review Approach. In +this approach, a
particular profession sets standards of performance for

e nbnde,

N -4

itself and conducts internal evaluations. Th2 reascning for
the internal avaluaticns is that members of *that prcfession
R are ccnsidered experts in that field. Y
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In chcosing evaluators to perform MCCRES evaluations, it
is desireable that evaluators have recently served success-
fully in a billet relating <*o <he function <+hey are +to
observe, This wmeans, for example, that a Rifle Company
evaluatcr <should have rescently served successfully as a
Rifle Ccmpany commander. Successful -acent tille+t perferm-
ance increases +the fprobability that evaluators will recog-
nize adequate mission performance.

B. SIRUCTURE

The MCCRES evaluation structure is a four-tiered hiec-
archy as shcwn in Piqgure 4.1, Of pac+icular importance to
this discussion are <the bottcm +wo layers--the Tactical
Exercisz Centroller (TEC) and +h2 Evaluators. It _s here
tha

ct

mission performance is observed, anralyzed and repor+ed,

EVALUATION/EXERCISE COMMANDER

I

EVALUATION/EXERCISE DIRECTCR

|
|

TACTICAL EXERCISE CONTROLLER

J

EVALUATORS

FPigure 4.1 MCCRES Evaluation Structure.
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1. Tactical Exezcise Ccntrollsr (ZEC)

The TEC compiles and analyzes the results of <the
avaluaticns which have bsen submitted via the evaluator's
data sheets and submits a formal report to the Txercise
Pirector. Among the TEC's duties and responsibilities are
detersinaticn of specific Mission Performance S+andards to
be tested, axtensive and detailed trainiag of evaluators,
develcpment and contrcl of intelligence play throughout the
problem, and organization of the Tactical Exercise Control
Group tc plar and ccnduct the exercise. The TEC relies on
the evalautors %o —repcrt exercise progress and mission
perfcrmarnce of the evaluated units. The former information
is rec2ived primarily via <radio commurnication while the
latter arctives is the ferm c¢f =valua+«ocr data cshes:s.

-

2. Evaluaxzo

I

Evaluators have three main roles in =the MCCRES:

1. Exercise cecnsrellars tc ersure ths exer-
cise proceeds as plannad.

2. Umpires to —rasolve disagresments between
exercise and aggresser forces.

3. Performance evaluators to observe task
perfcrmance as related +o Mission Performance
Standards being graded.

As an exercise controcller, evaluators work as an
extensicn of the will of the TEC. They may increase or
decrease the cperaticnal tempo of <the problem <thrcugh the
use ¢f such iteus as aggressor forces, intelligence repor:s
or simulated fires. They may create situations which require
rsaction ty the evaluated unit by insertion of prescribed
events intc the play of the tactical problen. Action
cbserved at this 1level is provided “o the TEC primarily by

radioc to assist the TEC in determining if the exercise pace

is satisfactcery.
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As umpires, evaluators are tasked with resolutica of
disagreements which may occur between evaluated units and
aggressor forces. For exaample, if an evaluated unit was
ambushked ty ar aggresscr £orce, arn =2valuator wculd make a
determination as to the outccme of +“he ambush and assess

casualties accordingly.

In the role as per formance evaluators, evaluatcrs
cbserve unit performance cf prescribed tasks and make a
determinaticn as to the unit's ability to satisfac+orily

carry out <*he task. These deterainations are recorded as
"YES", "NOY" Oor "“NOT APPLICABLE" marks on the evaluator data
i sheet. A mark of "YES" derotes that all facets of a partic-
E' ular requirement were met. Conversely, a "NO" mark shcws
5 that all pertions c¢f a requirement ware not meat. "NOT
APPLICARLE" areas are those nec+ +esta2d or which d¢ nct apply
to the =scenario at hand.
Having discussed the general =-oles of the evaluatcro,
two topics are presented to help explain how MCCRES evalua-
- tors are orqanized ard what measurss are usad in wmaking a
j¥ determinaticn of ccabat <r=2adiness. The first, Senior
Evaluatcers, explains the duties and relationships of this ]
MCCRES member <+¢o the rest of the evaluators. The second,
Missicn Perfcrmance Standards, 1lcoks at the composition of
the measures used in conducting “he MCCRES.

a., Senior EBvaluators

|
!

Each unit evaluated has a senior evalua*or who ’

conducts a post exercise wrap-up and compiles <+he data
sheets from all subcrdinate evaluators. At <this wrap-up,
resolution of each "YES®, “NO" and "“NOT APPLICABLE"™ rating
is made fcr each raquirement tested. This resolution of the
evaluator's data sheets results in "YES", WNO" cr "NOT
APPLICABLE" ratings fcr each requirem2ant as it pertains to

+he entire wmit. The senior evaluator provides his data
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.sheets *c <the TEC £cr coamapilation and further use by the
TEC. Ar assessment cf "COMBAT READY" or YNOT COMBAT READY®
for the entire wuni* is alsoc also passad to the TEC by the
senior evaluator.,

The senicr evaluator's relationship with cther
evaluatcrs is a senicr-subordinate type. Senior by position
arnd generally by military rank, the senior evalua*cr is in
charge cf “he evaluation team and is respomnsibls fer evalu-
ating the performance of the entire unit being evaluated.
The senicr evalunator is appointed by name by the Exercise
Director (an officer senicr to *he commander of “he orgarni-
zaticn being evaluated) and as such, main*tains aan indepen-
den“« relaticnship to the organization being evaluated. O+ther
members of the evaluaticn team, subordinate to the sernior
evaluatcr, are cesgcnsible for evaluating the subcrdinats
units (bcth crganic and attached) and other organizational
functions (such as command and control aad fire sugpport
coordinaticn) of the cverall unit being evaluated.

b. Mission EPerformance Standards

Mission Ferformance Standards (MPS's) are stan-
dards cf *task perforrance used in MCCRES. Each standard is
composed of various tasks. Por example, the MPS Con+inuing
Acticns By Marines 1is composed of <twelve tasks such as
Discigline, Dispersion, Securi:ty and Casualty Handling.
These tasks are fur+tler divided in<o conditions and require-
ments. Conditions specify the circumstancss under which
requiremerts must be performed and provide recommendaticns
to the evaluator concerning time and space limitations which
may be impcsed on the evaluated uniz. Requirements are
specific actions which must be performed or behaviors which
must te demonstrated in the accomplishment of a given <*ask.
The task Discipline, for instance, contains nine reguire-
ments ranging from Self Discipline and Weapons Maintenance

us8
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Discipline tc Hygenic Discipline. R2quirements which nmay
need further information o guide evaluators in the determi-
naticn <c¢f satisfactcry performance are provided with Key
Indicators (KI's) of performance. KI's are an a+*temg: to
provide an cbjective foundaticn upon which to base an evalu-
ator's judgement of satisfactory requi-ement performance.
They should provide specific, measureable actions or behav-
iors whbich must be present for <the requirement tc be
successfully completed.

Consider the KI for the requirement Weapons
Mairtenance Disciplins. “Marines tak2 care to clean their
weapcns, btoth individuval and crew served, daily. Wearons are
safeguarded. Care of wvweapons enforced by l=aders." The KI
*8lls whet 1s “0 be dcne (cl=zan weapcas, both individual 2and
ccew served), when it is to be done (daily), who does it
(Marires), and who supervises (leaders). KI's for cther
tequirements provide similar types <¢f information to make
requirements more objectively measureable by %*he evaluator.

C. PCTENTIIAL PROBLENS

This section discusses *he areas in which evaluators may
inject tias into the MCCRES. The discussion is presented in
three parts: Sanior evaluatcr influence, other evaluaczor
tias and MPS problems. Some general solutions to these prob-
lems are suggested here with more specific solutioms
presented in the follcwing sec+ion.

1. Sepior Evaluator Influence

Tte senior evaluatcr can inject bias in two major
vays. Pirst, as the senicr aember of the evaluation teanm,
he or she sets the *cne for the other evaluators. If the
senior evaluatcr prcjects a hard-line, "by the bock"
approach toward the evaluation, evaluators may tend to view
task requirements with littla flexibility. On <the cther

u9
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hand, in a situation where the senior evaluator projects a
lass rigcrous attitude toward the avaluation, evaluators may

Doy =

tend to view task requiremsents less rigidly. As a result of
evaluatcr perceptions of the senior evaluator's wishes, the
evaluaticn delivered may be biased.

The second major way in which the senior evaluator
may inject bias is in the resclution of other evaluator's
ratings. These ratings are cbtained from the data sheets of
the othar evaluators. The senior avaluator depends uporn the

p-
S
p-.

cbservaticns made by the other evaluators to provide data
which accurately reflects <+the performance of <the entire
unit. Depending ca the senior avaluator's perceptions of the
ther evaluétors' ccmpetence and on his own percepticn of
successful *ask completion, <he senior evaluator's data for
ths TEC may or may not accurately raflect the overall urit's
abilities. As an exanmple, suppose an infantry battalion
conducted an at+tack on an aggressor force and that twe of
. the ccaranies performed extremely well while one company
performed poorly. If, in the senior evaluator's cpinion,
the cffending company's performancz was not critical to the
entire unit's mission performance, a ra+*ting of "YES" could
ts delivered for the battalion for the task "ATTACK" as it
pertains to the entire unit. (Ref. 26:p.I-C-8] On the cther
hand, if <the senicr evaluator felt the one ccampary's

pecfcrmance was such that it negated the accomplishments of
the other two companies, a rating of "NO" could conceivably
te returned £for the Ltattalion for <the task "ATTACK" as it
per~ains to the entire unit. The sanior evaluator made a
decision based on personal judgement, possibly reflecting
+he unit's missiorn performance inaccurately.

2. Qsher Evaluatcr Biases

The evaluatcrs «who observe task performance and

report to the senior evaluator are preseated with a
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continuing cpportunity to inject bias into the MCCRES. The
discussicn ¢f the aresas where these evaluators may inject
bias is organized ir two groups: errors nd evaluvator
sources.

- Errors

Evaluator bias manifests itself as any devia“ion
from the okjective 'truth' concerning an 23valuated unic's
perfcrmance. In this respect, bias may be regarded as an
error of larniency, strictness or halo effect. The first <wo
errocs result in ratings which ar2 respectively +oo '"easy"®
oz tcc "hard", while the last ersor tends “c cause ratings
to grcup arcund orne value ¢n the rating scale. To illus-
t-ate, consider an svaluyater caziag The rCesquirsment
Equirsent Maintenance. The first por+tion of the XI for %his
requirement states "Vehicles, gensrators, etc., ar:s given
close attention by *“he Marines assigned to operate thepm."
{Ref. 26:p.II-A-6] The lenient evaluator may ccnsider visual
cbservaticn each fcur hnours constitutes close attenticn,
while a strict evaluator considsrs maintenance conduczed
avery otcher hour as an indicator of close attenticn. 1If a
Marine is cbserved Ly these +two evaluators checking his
assigned equipment at strict four hour intervals because
that is what the operating manual calls for, he will receive
a different rating from each of the evaluators. In this
case, +he second evaluator has injected bias by committing
the errcr of strictness.

a3 an illustration of halo error, sSugpcse an
evaluatcr is rating a unit on a task which contains five
tequirements. At the outset of the observation period, the
unit was particularly outstanding in carrying out the first
requirement. Based wuypon the outstanding performance <he
evaluatcr expects eimilar performance for <the other
requirements of the task. Such expectations may influence
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the evaluator to ‘“sea" 9only outstanding performance.
Mistakes and poor performance are viswed with the aztitude
+hat ",..they really know better, th2y just weran't paying
attention tndavy...". As a result of this attitude, 2 YYEIg"
rating is delivered for the entire task, even though not all
requirements vere successfully complet2d. This evaluator has
committed a halo errcr since the rating has beer influenced
by the ocutstanding performancz of only one requizzmernt of
the entire task. I+ must be noted that this a2rror car also
be otserved ir the cpposite sense, <ha* is a particularcly
bad ckts=rvation can tias the evaluatdr to view an entire
task unfavorably.

E. Zvaluzticn Scurcas

In the previous dJdiscussion of <he three main
sources c¢f evaluaticn--superior, peer and disinterested
party--i= was shown <+hat the first two scurces demcnstrate
fairly ccmpamable errcr introduction but may vary greatly in
gercepticns of task performance. This difference in gercsep-
*ion is reslated to i
evaluatsd. 1In the <context of MCCRES this means that supe-

he J3dimensionality of <+he task being

riors may nct perceive task performance in the same vay as
peers. The last =2valuation source, the disinterested parzy,
brings with it *he pctential prcblem of not understanding
the process being graded.

Many of *he potential problems associated with
various evaluation scurces are dJdiminished by two MCCRES
stipulaticns concerning evaluators. The first stipulation
is that evaluators should have recently served a successful
tour in a killet related to +*he cne they are evaluating. A
key wcrd in this stipulation is rfegently. Since billets irn
the Marine Corps have ranks associated wi*h thea, the
differential dimensicnality of senior and peer evaluators is
limi*ed ky ensuring evaluators have racently filled a billet
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similar tc the one they are evaluating. In other words, arn

..ﬁ..,vT
NS AL

J! evaluator wvho has recently served in a billet similar tc the

= one he is evalua“ing is more 1likely to recognize those task
e dimensions which indicate successfil *ask verformance than
an evaluator who has not recently held such a position.

Besides the problems associated with differen-
+:al dimersionality be+tween evaluation sourcss, sccial
interacticn betweer sources and ths 2valuat=2d unit can be
problematic. Both seniors and peers within an organization
tend to irteract in formal as well as infecrmal ways. This
informal cr social interaction may be carried into “he eval-

i s
tes M".,..1% is

daticn as a bias. The second stipulation st

a
desireable tha<t evaluators be o2btained from adjacent
cormands not dizectly =os2lated <o the o-ganiza

+isn being
evaluated." [Ref. 26:p.I-C-9] This may result in a reduc-
tion cf tias created bty social interactica. This reduction
is Jue to decreased daily interaction between members of
adjacent unit as compared *o daily interactions ameng
membezs ¢f a2 single uni<,

3. Missior Pezformance S:iandards

A1l of the evaluation sourcss have one thing in
commcn: *hey use the Mission Performance Standards <o eval-
uate unit comba* readiness. A potan+ial problem associated
with <he MPS's is their subjectivity. This subjectivity
vperaits evaluator interpretation of standards which may
result in tiased evaluations.

To determine <+he extent of the MPS's subjectivity,
the requirements fcr the MPS's Continuing Actions By
Marines, Command And Control and Firs Support Coordination
were exarined. The criterion used to determine <the
subjectivity of a requirement was the abili+y of the
requirement %o be gquantified. If the requirement was
expressed in terms which are physically measureable, such as
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units of *ime or distance, then it was considered objective,
Requirements containing phrases which require interprstation
by the <evalvator, such as "...close attentiorn...", wece
considered sub jective. Tha meaning of these requirements can
depend upen theevaluator's interpretation of the require-
ment's wording.

Of the 243 requirements for the above MPS's, 15 were
found to be susceptilkle to evaluator interpretation. This is
apprcximately 6.2 percent of the —rsquiremerts fcr these
three MPS's. Thase 15 requirements contain phrases such as
" ..close attention..." or "...processed with speed..." *o
describe satisfactory requirement performance. Without clear
guidance as to what constitutes "close attention" or
processing "with speed", different evaluators may interpret

the reguizement *o have differeant mszaaiings. This difference
in interpretation means that +wo =2valuators observing a
particula:z requirament teing performed could return i
different ratings of requirement parformance, depending cn 4
how tte recuizement is interpreted. For each of the 15 o
zequirenments, the requirement number and the subjective
Fhrase ccntained in the Zequirement is listed in Table II.

D. POTENTIAL PROBLEMS PERCEIVED BY FIELD USERBS

Six Marine cfficers attending <+he Naval Postgraduate
School were interviewed *o gain an insight into potential
MCCRES protlems as perceived by users in the field. The six
officers ranged in grade from 0-2 to 0-4 and represented
MOS*'s 0302 (Infantry Officer) 1302 (Engineer Officer) 7562
(Pilct HMM CH-u6) and 7587 (Airborne Radar Intercept
Cfficer, FuN/J/S) . The interview consisted of three

gquesticns:
1. Do you feel that an evaluator can affect a
MCCRES evaluation through personal bias?
2. How is this bias input?

S4
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3. In wha*t areas do you feel bias is most likely ¢

cceur?
The resul«s of these interviews demcnstrated that +hsre was
close agreewent c¢n each of the questions across both MOS and
grade. 1All interviesees felt that an evaluator could affect
a MCCEES evaluation ¢through personal tias. Thkis bias was
seen as teing input through evaluator interpretation of
performance criteria. These criteria take the fora of task
requirements. Responses to the last question indicats field
users felt bias is most likely to occur in those areas %o
which ruserical meascres are no+ easily attached. They fel+¢
areas whick lend themselves to quantifiable measuremen* are
less likely to contain evaluator bias than non~quantifianle

areas,

TABLE II
NES Eequirements Susceptible to Evaluator Bias
Regui

e
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“oxhibit restraint",
"light use to a_nminimun®
"COMSEC material safe-
uarded" .

procassed with speed"
"provided with security"
"safeguards classified
material®

"neat and orderly"
“dispersed to reduce
vulnerability"
"3isparsed™ |

“closely monitors®
"timely manper"
"accurate plots"
"closely monitors"”

O 3 wh 0 b0
-
&

LI I
o e o
[« 1% I 81 S 1}

(9,

[NUSTSYSTS RSN I SYSTN RN STST S NS 2]
Dpsdeieds Debe DxD3s Dedehe  etedD

e 0 o0 O o

~Ha ~June

Ccmparisen of potential problems with MCCRES as
perceived by the sample of field users to <+he pctential
problems cutlined in the previous sa2ction shows that the
field users' perceptions are a subset of the potential fprcb-
lems disccvered through analysis of the MCCRES.
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E. RECCHMBENDED SOLUTIONS

The ¢prcblems discussed in <ths previous two sectioas

demonstrate th2 variety of ways in which an 2valua+or may
e

a
intrcduce tias into a MCCRES., In order to minimize bias
input, ¢three possitle solutions ¢to the bias orcklem are
forwarded. These solutions are evaluator training, evaluator

testing ard quantification of subjective MPS requiremen<ts.

1.

I

valuwator Trainirg

ds previcusly noted, evaluator <training has gproved
to be an effective *00l irn reduction of =2valuator ercor.
Bernardin [ Ref. 23] showed tha*t evaluators receiving compra-
hensive training shcw greater =2rror reduc*ion rTesults +than
evaluatczs receiving limited +zaining. Both of these groups
show less error <+<han evaluators who have received 1o
training.

Current MCCRES standards task the TEC with
conducting extensive and detailed training of evaluators. In
the experience of several officers attending +he Naval
Postgraduate School, who were gquastioned concerring evalu-
ator training, *his training is geared toward educating <the
evaluator or the exercise scenario with no specific mentior
of the errors which evaluators +<ypically commit. By making
MCCRES evaluators aware of the errors typically committed by
evaluators, the MCCEES evaluators are less likely to ccmmit
these errcrs, reducing biased input. An evaluator training
package addressing Lcth scenario davelopment and possible
evaluator error should be created to more fully exploit the
potential cf comprebensive evaluator training outlined by
Bernardin (Ref. 23].

Another aspect of evaluator training is ensuring
potential evalua*tors are wvell-versed in the areas they are
chosen tc evaluate. Choosing knowledgeable evaluators tends
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t0o increase the prokability that those factors which irdi-
cate successful task performance are2 considered duzing the
evaluaticn.

. Cre method tc ensure trained, knowledgeable avalua-
tors for MCCRES evalvuations is formation of a formal MCCRES
evaluation teanm. By choosing team members who have demons-
“ trated prcficiency in their MOS's and keeping <+hem current
in Loth <+their MOS's ard evaluation techniques +through
¢rairing, a skilled cadre of evaluators can be assembled.

(' Scme of the advantages of forming a <formal MCCRES
' evaluaticn team are minimization o0f evaluator training
' costs, erinimization of social interaction with <evaluated
QS units and a more standardized evaluation base. Evaluator
tzaining costs avte gminimizad sincsz the same evaluatcis are
requently used. Though training affects diminish rarpidly
L~ with *ime, =r2training for each successive evaluation could
o demonstrate a learning curve, resducing costs over <“inme.
" . Sccial interactien is minimized due to lower daily contact
N with evalua*ors, as cppos2d <o thz interaction which cccurs
among adjacent ccamands. The last factor, standardization of
- the evaluation tase, results from the continuity of <he
‘ formal evalcation tean.

A4 MCCRES evaluation team could be compcsed of
= perscnnel frem units such as Division Schools, or it could
'{ reside outside the active du=y forces at a Reserve unit,
since <*+he MCCRES is to evaluate both active and reserve
forces. Having reserves evaluate MCCRES would also offer the
additicnal tenefit <c¢f keeping tha reserve up to date and
. strengthening the tie between active and reserve fcrces in
‘Q +he Marine Corps.

o 2. Evaluator lesting

Evalm*or testing c¢an be seen as a method of both
o . contrclling and controlling for evaluator bias. In the
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former case, a test can be cons*ructed which would indica%e
the areas in which a prospective avaluator demonstrates
bias. By testing a number of thess prospective evaluators,
those whc demoastcate ittle or nc bias could be chesen %o
conduct MCCRES evaluations, thersby ainimizing the likeli-
hood of evaluator bias input. For instance, consider a test
in which evaluatcrs are graded according to their agreement
with an answer key. Further, suppose the answer Kkey is
composed c¢f the pocled answers of a grecup of “unbiased®
evaluators. As suggested by Wiley and Jenkins
(BRef. 24:p.217)], -evaluator agreement with the key can be
used to rpredict the 1likslihocod of evaluator bias. Those
evaluators showing clcse agreement with the key of "unki-
ased" ansvwers can be chcsen to perform evaluations.,

The same test, analyzed di€f=rently, can be us=d %o
centrcl for evaluator bias. For irstance, the results of the
test are analyzed to discover in which areas an evalua‘or's
tiases exist., Prom +his analysis a "“bias profile" could be
constructed which cculd allow evaluation results tc be
"standardized®". PFor example, assume a MCCRES evaluator's
bias profile showed significant deviation toward strictaess
in the area of discirline. During the conduct of a MCCRES
evaluation a senior evaluator notes this evaluator's data
sheet has a "NO" rating for many of the requirements cf the
task DISCIPLINE. The senior evaluator, knowing that this
evaluatcr +ends to te particularly strict in evaluating
discipline, may wish %to obtain additional performance infor-
mation coacerning the unit evaluated, since *he evaluator's
ratings @may not accura*ely reflect the unit's actual
performance.

3. guaptificaticn of MES's

The las¢t method of controlling evaluator bias is
quantification of subjective MPS requirements. This
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quantificaticn, as Scott (Ref. 20] suggests, reduces <he
evaluater's task €rom interpreting MPS requiremerts and

Loty

-

Py

comparing +ask perfcrmance with <this interpretation <to
reporting whether +task performance m2ets the requirsments.

-.‘

For example, instead cf trying tec decide how fast the phrase

(]

:

- .

- ", ..process with speed..." is, reporting whether th2 unict
b was akle tc "...frocess within two hours..." is less open to
d interpretation. The more concrete the requirement, the less
evaluator interpretation that will take place in grading,
! resulting irn reduced evaluator bias. Some of *he quantifica-
E] tions may be less concrete than otchers. Some requirements
2 may be ccnstructed in terms of ranges of acceptable perform-

ance fer differing tactical scenarios. Still, the ranges

- serve to tound the amcunt of interpretation required by the

eyalua*cr.

e

Fe CCHNCIUSIONS

. In +he intrcducticn o0£ this paper <+wo questions are

1 "‘zl

posed. The first asks il factors of +the MCCRES =valuation

Lot
e

which aze subject to evaluator bias can be identified, and
the second asks how <these factors can be contrclled or
contrclled fcr. It has veen shown that areas in which evalu-
ators may tias +<he MCCRES can be identified and comprise
three Lkasic areas: senior evaluator influence, other evalu- g

il s

ator tias and MPS interpretation.

Aes fcr methods «c¢f controlling or controlling for these (7
factors, three techniques vere forwarded: evaluator :
training, evaluator testing and quantification of subjective
MPS requirements. Each of these techniques has potential for
contrclling bias.

G. RECCHENEBNDATIONS PFOR PUTURE RESEARCH

Diecussicn of the propcsed solutions *¢ the problem of
evaluator tias did not address the cost to implement *the
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solutions. A study cf benefits and costs for each cf the
- scluticns would provide additional information as *o the
]l feasibility of the sclutions. 1In addition, a detailed study
cf <the proprcsed solutions would be 1likely *o point ou+*
several methods of implementatioxn for each, possibly
revealinc still other solutions not addressed in +this
thesis.
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